Conservation, Financing, and Organization.
Beyond all technical features, the main point of this article is the realization that to have true renewal of the fisheries, as distinguished from one or another specific development project within the fisheries, we need to have a thorough renewal of our economic policies and practices. As the discussion progresses, it will become apparent that the obstacles to economic growth are within ourselves. We will see that the need to find natural and financial resources is ultimately transformed into the challenge, simply expressed, to become more virtuous as citizens and to create institutions that help rather than hinder us in the practice of all our virtues. In short, we are challenged to become "fishers of men," before we symbolically, and fishermen in reality, can once again become fishers of fish.
* * *
Let us explore the political environment first. You probably expect fishermen and fish processors to be the most prominent players in fisheries development today. And they are. But if they open their hearts to you, they will reveal that at the bottom of their trials lies the feeling that they are being led by strings that are not in their own hands. The strings, in fact, today are in the hands of environmentalists, whether or not armed with govemment regulations, and in the hands of national fiscal and monetary planners. This is a new political reality.
Traditionally, fishermen and fish processors in this country would have relied on engineers and accountants to have their business plans approved by the local bank and accepted by the community at large. No longer. Today, they will not go far unless they find ways to embrace the essential concems of environmentahsts and to adapt to the goals of national monetary planners. It is a relatively new story, a story common to nearly all economic development projects; and a relatively well-known story. During the last thirty to forty years, often at risk and peril to their own safety and fortune, environmentalists have saved us from environmental disaster, and financiers have saved us in trying moments from financial min. The environmental disasters that have been skirted are too well known to be recounted here. Who can forget Love Canal? How many such dangers have we avoided? The chief financial disaster that was averted as recentiy as the late 1980s is the danger of galloping inflation. The decisive actions of the Federal Reserve System put a stop to that. In brief, environmentalists and financiers have gained their present place in the sun because there were excesses in the past: Forests were-and still are-destroyed; financial resources that perhaps ought to have been more sparingly used were-and still are-unnecessarily squandered.
However, the pendulum now seems to have reached the end of its arc. A growing number of people no longer unquestionably accept die assumptions of environmentahsts and financiers. Rather, they see those assumptions as creating, unwittingly perhaps, the first set of obstacles in the path of economic growth. The new concem, to be precise, is with environmental alarmists and apologists of the financial status quo. Largely because of opposition from these two groups, the country is littered with development projects that cannot take off. Right here in Gloucester, two major-indeed pivotal-projects have been blocked for years: A protein recovery plant and a fish farm out at sea. So many other projects hinge upon the existence of these two entities that both can now be considered as essential parts of a viable seafood industry infrastructure.
This political reality is not without consequences. Environmental alarmists are in danger of making us a nation of impotents, powerless to create the stmctures that we need. They are reducing many of us to automatons capable only of uttering such expressions as : No, No, Not In My Backyard (NIMBY) . Apologists of the financial status quo are in danger of making us a nation of beggars, powerless to create the financial resources that we need. They are reducing us to automatons capable only of uttering such expressions as: Give Me Grants, Give Me Services, Lower My Tax Burden. Does not the combined result of such actions produce a vacuum in our lives? Is not this vacuum necessarily filled with the growth of govemment intervention in human affairs beyond any tolerable bounds, and certainly beyond the imagination of the Founding Fathers? In short, are not diese policies leading to social disintegration? Passivity reigns, until resignation prevails. In the meantime, anger accumulates.
Before catastrophe befalls us, let us be clear about the nature of the concems of financial apologists and environmental alarmists. Their thought processes, interestingly enough, appear to be tightly joined at three key nodes: One is their apparent disregard for vital lessons of history, the second is their intolerance for risk, the third is their notion of scarcity of resources. These are issues too large to be adequately treated here. For the moment, it is sufficient to ask three questions: How many financial and environmental catastrophes predicted in the past have, in fact, occurred? Is it ever possible to build a risk-free society? Is it tme that there is a constant scarcity of natural and financial resources?
We shall concentrate our attention on the last question. The reason is obvious. Who can get excited about economic growth, with its attendant grave questions of justice, if there are no physical resources? Who can get excited about "abstract" issues of justice, if there are no financial resources? jj« * * Is there scarcity of natural resources? To accomplish their goals, environmental extremists often use alarm to frighten us and, unwittingly, to render us powerless. Specifically, in the fisheries, they paint ghastiy pictures conceming potential irremediable damage to the stocks of wild fish, even their total extinction. And, since traditional fish stocks are indeed depleted, they conclude that there is nothing we can do but shut the fisheries down. Currently, that is the aim of some of the most talked about policies: Closure of fishing grounds, boat buyback arrangements, limited-entry programs, individual transferable quotas (ITQs). All is sugar-coated with the promise of rather massive federal aid-as if federal aid meant something other than a transfer of money from taxpayer pockets. Curtly expressed, this is a defeatist program.
Our effort is to show that there is plenty we can do, and indeed must do, to keep the fisheries alive and vibrant-at no cost to the taxpayer. The solutions start by meeting head on a problem of definition, proceed along the path of understanding the dynamics of fish stocks, and branch out into questions of financing and organization.
When we think of fish, we tend to think of individual species. But that, it tums out, is not a pragmatically viable definition. Fish do not exist as individual species separated from one another; rather they are part of the total marine biomass. And it is with the total marine biomass that we ought to be primarily concemed. To tackle the problems of any one species, in other words, we need a multi-species management plan.
Of course, there is plenty that we must do for each species of fish as well. First of all, we need reasonable conservation measures; then, depending on the specific species and the specific environment, we can think of reseeding the oceans with the assistance of hatcheries or removing obstacles in salmon mns. Yet, the pay-off hes in concentrating our efforts on the total biomass.
Anecdotal information yields always the same result. In periods of crisis, there is not a fish to be had. But is this condition permanent? Is one entitled to extrapolate future trends from this type of "research?" Long historical-as distinguished from anecdotal-statistical series, mathematical models, and biological theories clearly show that in nature we are faced not with stasis, but with dynamics.^ The dynamics of fish stocks is uniquely grasped with the assistance of a Predator-Prey Model developed in 1925 by Lotka and Volterra, respectively a mathematician and a biologist. Through this model, they explained the ebbs and flows of the sardine fishery in the Adriatic sea. The model is sketched, in simplified fashion, in Figure 1 . The simplification consists in the ehmination of the cycles in which both predators and prey either fall or rise together.
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Figure 1
When overfishing of traditional species occurs, this model leads to the question: Who does the overfishing? Could it be that natural predators-^rather than, more than, fishermen-do the overfishing? Whatever the specific answer to this question, it is evident that, while at present such traditional species as cod and haddock are depleted, the ocean is teeming with their natural predators: Dogfish, menhaden, mackerel, herring. We ought to focus our attention on these species. Once we do that, we switch our frame of reference from the relative scarcity of any one species to a framework of plenty-or at least to the framework of "The Feast of the Enough." Within this mental framework, we say good riddance to powerlessness. Good riddance to retrenchment. Good riddance to the miasma of boat buyback programs, through which, as Ed Lima, the executive director of the Cape Ann Fishermen's Cooperative Association, says, "The owners go to Florida, and the crew goes to hell." If de-industrialization is not working within the rest of society, why would it work in the fisheries?
Powerlessness can be replaced with activity and with self-reliance.^ Under the leadership of Angela Sanfilippo, the current president of the Gloucester Fishermen's Wives Association, we will develop a 2020 Vision, a Vision for the year 2020 for the Port of Gloucester and gradually we will cooperate with the rest of New England. Then we will resolve the issue of sustainability for each species. Once the "maximum sustainable yield" is set and accepted by all participants in the process of fisheries management, we will focus on the marketability of abundant undemtilized species.
There is much that can be done in the way of systematic effort to bring these species to market. New ways of advertising for them and preparing them for the table will be developed. School lunch programs will help introduce fresh undemtilized species into the diet, and so will army lunch programs. But what else can be done to speed up the necessarily slow tempo of their market penetration? What else if not their indirect utilization? The indirect utilization of these renewable resources will be the result of two factors. One is technology; the other is financial resources. We will not insist on the technological issues, except to remark that our scientists and engineers are exposing us to an embarrassment of riches. We have many choices. Undemtilized species can be transformed into such marketable products as surimi, fish oils, fish flour, fish food pellets, leather, biochemicals, and on and on. The bottleneck is not in the inventiveness of our scientists but in the obstacles unwittingly placed in the implementation of those ideas by overdiligent environmentalists. By prolonging the process for obtaining all necessary permits, these environmentalists have a major impact on financing. Some projects, in periods of escalating costs, are dangerously delayed; others become so uncertain that start-up financial resources vanish.
Given the implementation of the two pivotal projects we have singled out earlier, namely a protein recovery plant and a fish farm out at sea, it is easy to sketch the overall picture. Undemtihzed species are reduced to fish food pellets which are fed to salmon raised in fish farms. Undemtilized species are thus brought to market via salmon. The entire fish is utilized by producing bio-chemical by-products. No waste is tolerated.
We have never advocated nor are we advocating here a protein recovery plant or a fish farm at any cost. These and any other endeavor have to be environmentally sound. But the standard ought to be science, not ideology; knowledge, not hearsay; present possibilities, not memory of technologies that failed in the past. The old fish dehydration plant, for instance, was so malodorous at times as to be not only a pubhc nuisance (many nostrils still remember those choice summer nights); it was even a health hazard. Its existence was tolerated for too long; eventually, it was shut down. It should have been shut down much earlier.
The point is that the pendulum has swung far on the other side. Environmentahsm has to be taken into due consideration, but it cannot be made so dominant as to be the exclusive concem. We need to reach a new sense of balance. Two of the most important considerations to enter this balance can be easily pointed out. First, since fish is a quasi-vital food, the demand for fish is destined to grow. Seafood will either be produced nationally or it will be imported. Fish, in fact, has consistently been one of the top ten on the list of imported items for the last few decades. Second, the harsh reality is that, in August 1994, the unemployment rate in Gloucester was 10.5%. In August, mind you, not January, about 1,500 people were in vain searching for work. Multiplying this figure by an average number of dependents, the harsh reality is that 4,500 people were in rather tough straits. How is our community going to satisfy those needs? How are we going to create 1,500 jobs? Where are the opportunities for Gloucester, if not within the broad range of maritime industries? Which other activity has the same potential for growth? Are not tourism and the service industries in our city, ultimately the two most talked about alternatives to the renewal of the fisheries, dependent upon the attraction of the fishing fleet? For sure, change is inevitable. But change for the worse ought not to be easily grasped.
If tourism and the service industry win the day, the traditional character of Gloucester is lost. "In the middle of the night," says Josephine Russo, a fishing captain's wife who, stiU relying on a thread of hope, recently joined with other women to form the Cape Ann Fishermen's Cooperative Association, "you used to wake up your men and prod them to go to work. Today, there is no future in fishing. What will my son do?"
The essence of the many issues involved here is pithily expressed by Lena Novello, the first president of the Gloucester Fishermen's Wives Association. She proudly quotes her father saying that "Boats build houses. Houses do not build boats." This quote can be rephrased in many different ways: Boats produce income with which to buy houses, houses do not produce income with which to buy boats; or, capital goods pay for consumer goods, consumer goods do not pay for capital goods; or, save first, spend later; or, produce first, consume later; or, work now, play later. The essence of the issues can also be put in these terms: Do we want to be a nation of producers or a nation of consumers? Do we want to utihze our resources fuUy, or do we want to exploit other people's resources? How long will other people have patience with us?
At a point, the soul of America will be lost. The process of de-industrialization can go just so far. If the work ethic goes, the attempt will be made to replace it with empire building, with the exploitation of other people-^both within the United States and abroad. Then the American dream recoils into a nightmare. Alexis de Tocqueville, the famous French observer of our society during the last century, expressed this vision quite precisely and eloquently. He said: ''America is great, because America is good. And if America ever ceases to be good, she will cease to be great.' ' The issues are that important. They clearly affect more than one fishing community. Indeed, they affect the status of economic growth as a whole -in this country as weU as in many other countries of the world. These are not abstract issues. They affect the quality of community hfe. They affect the life of each one of us.^ Is there scarcity of financial resources? Where are the financial resources to create schools in which consumers are educated by the industry as to the essential characteristics of each species of fish, how to treat that fish from store to skillet, how to best prepare for the table each portion of each species of fish, and schools in tum to educate the industry as to consumer preferences, consumer hmits of patience with the requirements of each species of fish as well as consumer financial preferences? Where are the financial resources to retrofit existing vessels so they are able to catch undemtihzed species? (While groundfish, as the word implies, is caught at the bottom of the ocean, most undemtihzed species are caught in the middle of the water column.) Where are the financial resources to create hatcheries, to build fish ponds and fish farms, to build protein recovery plants, to introduce new technologies in existing processing plants, to build entirely new plants for the creation of biochemical products, to build laboratories in which altemative futures are tested? Are not financial resources scarce? This is a nation that is supposed to save httle (and, certainly less than Japan, for instance).
Let us pause for a moment to consider some of the consequences of this widespread notion. The notion of the scarcity of money has made a beggar not only of the general pubhc but even of a great many captains of industry. Is not the corporate agenda today increasingly occupied by the constant search for grants, subsidies, and tax deductions?
The habit of searching for grants, subsidies, and tax deductions pits us one against the other. And engulfs us in a bottomless abyss. Grants, subsidies, and tax deductions have never been and never will be sufficient to meet our needs. East Coast fishermen are in the process of receiving $4.5 milhon in grants from the Federal Government; but they have already presented formal requests totalling $54 million. Pity us all: The administrators of the grants, the grantees, and those who will be losers at the grantsmanship game. A thought process that starts with scarcity is unavoidably led through a tortuous route back to scarcity. In the meantime, taxpayers, who by definition have scarce resources, are ft)rced to foot the bill left behind by the pursuit of grants, subsidies, and tax deductions. Are these not the forces that lead to disintegration within our communities? Are these the proper principles with which to organize society?
The financial reality is diametrically opposed to what is generally believed. Just as there is no scarcity of natural resources, so there is no scarcity of money. Those who beheve in the scarcity of money see only one source of money. In fact, there are two. Financial resources exist not only with savers, but also with the ultimate (modem) creators of those resources: The Central Banks; here in the United States, the Federal Reserve System. Figure 2 suggests that entrepreneurs-to obtain their loans; loans, not grants; loans, not subsidies; loans, not tax deductions-^have the choice to ask their banks to go, not laterally to private investors for their savings, but vertically to the Federal Reserve System for newly created money. Govemment agencies with taxing power also ought to use this avenue to satisfy their financing needs in the process of creating and modemizing our cmmbling public works infrastmctiire. Technically, this proposal calls for the use of the Discount Window as the first, rather than last, resort. This proposal is in keeping with the original spirit of the Federal Reserve Act, a spirit expressed especially in Section 13 of the Act of 1913, a spirit uniquely infused into it by the then Senator John W. Weeks, who, as a member of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee, was responsible for over four hundred amendments to the original bill. That spirit was not destined to bear full fruit because it was guided by a flawed economic theory, the Real Bills Doctrine. Yet, an echo of that spirit stih resounds in today's policies that permit the use of the Discount Window as a means of "last resort." The Discount Window is used for overnight loans to banks and for exceptional rescue missions. In times of crisis, its gates are flung wide open to avoid financial panics. The question is: Why wait for strictures and panics to make full use of this resource? If the Discount Window can produce so much good in abnormal conditions, how much more good would it produce were it used everyday under normal conditions? Of course, as specified below, proper guidelines would have to be followed.
Federal Reserve System
The flawed Real Bills Doctrine was allowed to die, to be replaced by two equally flawed theories, the Gold Standard and the Fiat Standard, according to which money is created either on the basis of the amount of gold in the nation or on the basis of a fiat, an autonomous decision of the central bank. The authors, and other people across the country, are advocating the adoption of a different standard, the Productivity Standard. This standard assumes that the money supply is created on the basis of national credit, that national credit is uniquely related to the productive capacity of the country, and that national credit has to be administered by a central bank, like our Federal Reserve System. From these propositions it follows that people, provided they use it responsibly, have an unquestionable right of access to national credit.
Procedurally, this doctrine inspires a monetary policy in which We, the People, decide how much, when, and why we need to use a specified amount of national credit. Provided the request is legitimate, the Fed and the financial system as a whole simply validate those decisions. Then "papers," namely all necessary documentation-just as in today's system-are presented to the Fed via the financial system, and money comes down to individual entrepreneurs, corporations, and govemment agencies with taxing power.
Substantively, the essential provisos of this doctrine are that newly created money be issued: (a) at cost; (b) to benefit all citizens through individual ownership, ESOPs, or cooperatives; and (c) only to create real wealth-not to cover operating costs nor to purchase consumer goods, goods to be hoarded, or financial paper of any sort. Without exploring all the techniques that ought to be deployed, with the strict adherence to these basic requirements, it becomes self-evident that, if real wealth is created, the Federal Reserve System can literally create as much money as necessary without sowing the seeds of inflation at the same time. If this policy is followed, it is also self-evident that there are and there will always be enough financial resources to match real wealth with real needs. Real needs have to be distinguished from fanciful desires; real needs are those that try to make full and wise use of existing resources.
Where is the scarcity of financial resources, then? There is no scarcity of financial resources. This is not to deny the institutional limits of the past or those of the present. This lament is real; but only as a consequence of the bewitching power of negativism to become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Assuming that the financial resources of the nation are scarce, apologists of the financial status quo quite naturaUy conclude that it is better for the few to appropriate the largest possible share of those resources. "The devil take the hindmost," it used to be said. Woe to the rest of society! Financial apologists maintain that the money newly created by the Fed ought to be exclusively put at the disposal of the owners of existing savings. Open Market Operations are ideaUy suited to this type of monetary policy.
Financial apologists also have a prima facie justification for their claims. They say that, in case of default, savers alone have the resources to repay the loan out of their savings. In most cases, this is entirely tme. In fact, this objection cannot be overcome by recalling the infinite subtieties of financial shenanigans. This objection must be met on its own ground; it must be covered from a substantive point of view. The resolution of this issue is this: There is not one specific way in wliich the newly created money can be borrowed by people who have no previous savings, and still the Federal Reserve System is given aU the necessary assurances for the repayment of the loans; there are five such potential solutions. They are as follows:
Solution One. As a stopgap and a means of pointing the way toward permanent solutions, the first approach is to use the money that comes down the pike in the form of grants from Federal and State govemments as premium payments to insure the loans.
Solution Two. The second solution is the use of ESOPs-and, as we will suggest in a moment, SuperESOPs. This is a generally successful financing technique that achieves many goals, including that of using the assets of existing corporations to let employees-^by definition, mostiy people without savings-attain access to capital credit and repay the loans out of future profits. Apart from a full understanding of its rationale, the ESOP Movement is a "revolution" that has already largely taken place in the United States. More than ten million people are benefiting to one extent or another from the blessings of this financial technique.
Solution Three. The third solution is the traditional, old-fashioned one. Let private investors pay for those premiums. And let them gain the benefits of ownership afterwards. Here the "revolution" is all to come. While we make consumer credit abundantiy available to nearly everyone, capital credit is kept under strict wraps. And yet, while consumer credit enslaves, capital credit makes us free. Recall Lena Novello's statement of the economic relationship between boats and houses. As Louis O. Kelso, the father of ESOPs, long but not always consistentiy advocated, to make capital credit available to the many, private insumnce must cover the risks of defauk. This is a whole new field of enterprise that will become a reality as soon as our financial wizards open their imagination to it.
Solution Four. The fourth solution is to have a conununity-wide subscription to raise the funds-for eventual profits-needed to insure those loans. Is this approach a "revolution on top of a revolution"? Not necessarily. Communitywide appeals have a long tradition, especially in periods of crisis such as the one currentiy enveloping the fishing industry; but the details of implementation of this fourth solution are undoubtedly daunting. Computers wiU help.
Solution Five. Let private charity and foundations fill the gap. If private charity is looking for ways to restrict its field of concem and power, no better opportunity might ever come along. The goal is-and ought to be-to restrict the field of charity and enlarge that of justice.
To summarize the benefits of the use of the discount window as a means of first resort for access to national credit:
I. There are always enough financial resources to fund the process of creation of real wealth;
II. The money can be issued at cost; and, III. The ownership of this money is directiy or indirectly apportioned to benefit all the people.
Are not all the inhabitants of a country creating, through their own sweat and tears, the specific value embodied in its national credit? It is not the loan, by and of itself, that creates new wealth. Rather, it is human labor that ultimately creates real wealth and makes the repayment of the loan possible. Should access to national credit, therefore, be reserved to the few? Or should it be granted to aU inhabitants of a country as an essential economic right?
^ ^ ^
The natural resources are there. The financial resources are there. Are these convictions putting us in danger of going overboard and letting us fall into a presumed Age of Plenty? Between the scourge of scarcity and the cormption of abundance, enough is a feast. This issue deserves a moment of our attention. It is the ambitious subtext of this article to convert the reader to a mentality in wliich, in Stuart's fehcitous phrase, "Enough is a Feast." Between abundance and scarcity there is the golden mean of sufficiency.
We fully realize that this vision is so different from our usual horizons as to require a sea change in us and in our environment. It takes a real effort of the imagination. After all, are we not supposed, obsessively, always to want morel This is the conclusion effectively reached by Paul Margulies, founder of Anthroposophy Working, while observing the dynamics of Rocco's desires. Rocco is the gangster in the movie "Key Largo" who, in response to Bogart's challenge, "/ know what you want. You want more'' blurts out: ''Yeah, that's it, I want more." In the scramble to divide either the fmits of scarcity or those of abundance, some acquire more than they need and others do not have enough. Enough. Is not that what we are reaUy after? Do we not hope to have always enough of whatever we want, whatever we need? When there is enough, wants and needs become one. Of course, we are and we must remain the ones to define how much is enough for us; yet, this is not absurd individualism. By ourselves, we wiU never be able to achieve much. We need to join forces with others. We even need to institutionalize our beliefs. We need to create appropriate institutions to help us practice all our virtues. We need to create institutions that become intermediaries between us and the state: Institutions that enter into combat with our own worst individual instincts as weU as the worst instincts of society as a whole.
Instead, are not too many existing institutions helping the modem world to go fast forward into social disorganization? The peculiar forms of this disintegration might be totally different from one country to another, but the general trend is evident. In the North as well as in the South, in the East as well as in the West, we bemoan some aspects of contemporary life. The very roots of each one of our ancient civihzations are being threatened by forces that no longer operate from the outside in. They operate from inside our very soul.
How to stem this tide? We submit that the key tool is Organization.
* * *
We need to create new institutions in conformity with a new principle, a principle that we like to call Functional Integration. This is a form of organization that attempts to obtain the complementary benefits of vertical or horizontal integration as weU as those of total independence. The Functional Integration (FI) Model attempts to gather activities together that are already related in accordance to their function. This is a new form of organization that is designed to lead to social harmony and civic responsibility. After all, do we not all share a common goal? Simply put, is not this goal the achievement of a civilized society? Figure 3 suggests the forms this type of integration might assume within the seafood industry. Let us conceive of aU participants in the seafood industry as owning in common aU the hardware: From fishing boats to seafood processing plants; from institutes for the industry to educate the consumer, and be educated by the consumer, to laboratories for the research and development of aU possible means of utihzation of renewable marine resources; from tmcks to stores. The hardware would be under the stewardship of a group of people organized into a SuperESOP, whose Board of Directors is elected by all the owners. The owners exercise aU the rights and enjoy aU the privileges of owners, as the stockholders of democratic organizations do and ought to do. The SuperESOP would attend to the financing and maintenance requirements of the hardware, and independent teams of entrepreneurs would be making that hardware operational, by leasing it-from whom? from themselves. If each team organizes itself with the assistance of individual ESOPs, so much the better. The essential point is that the independence of each team is fully preserved by concentrating the operation of functions, rather than concentrating control over people. The nearest equivalent to this type of social integration is a shopping mall that would be owned by all owners and employees of stores operating within the mall. This is in contrast to the conventional structure in which the malls are owned and operated by independent concems, in which instance stores simply rent space within the mall, pay rent, and are provided with all the services that are needed in common. In this case, quite rightly, all capital gains (or losses) that accme from the operation of the mall belong to the owners of the mall. In the FI Model, capital gains or losses accme to owners of the hardware; and whatever profits accme from the rental of the hardware belong only to the teams that rent the hardware. Beyond the legitimate concems of health, safety, and public welfare, the state, or the public in general, has no say on any of the operations of the FI Model.
FUNCTIONAL INTEGRATION
This structure might not be born full blown. It might be necessary to assemble it piece by piece. And there might be two or more SuperESOPs for each port. But, clearly, the more tmst, the more cohesion, the more benefits. If, through a SuperESOP, the participants in the industry own as much of the hardware as possible, many things can be done more efficiently. At a bare minimum:
I. The SuperESOP can enforce the requirements of quahty assurance to the consumer: This assurance can be provided only if the various elements of the industry collaborate with each other. Today this collaboration occurs quite rarely, and when it does it is mostly due to chance: One processor here, two fishermen there;
II. The SuperESOP can enforce efficiency standards for the utilization of each and every piece of hardware undreamed of by individual entrepreneurs. Unnecessary duplication of equipment and even operations would cease. For instance, boats might be treated like airplanes, they would not be waiting for the crew to rest before they would be turned around to go fishing again. And the boats might not need to be the same as those of today. They might be smaller, faster, more efficiently operated and equipped;
III. The SuperESOP can reach efficiency standards in purchasing supplies and equipment, borrowing money, and attending to all other financing requirements of a modem business-including purchasing insurance-that individual entrepreneurs cannot obtain; IV. The SuperESOP can set up maintenance schedules of all machinery and equipment in a way that individual entrepreneurs cannot achieve;
V. The SuperESOP can create and administer a first rate information system regarding marketing and biological data with the aim of rationalizing the capture and raising of each species as well as the timing of landings of fish, thus ensuring that temporary gluts-with their depressing effects on pricing-would no longer occur; VI. The SuperESOP can nurture first rate research and development laboratories. Special attention could be given especially to development, thus easing the process of technology transfer from the laboratory to the industry; VII. The SuperESOP can foster specialization of activities that small, independent, individual entrepreneurs cannot achieve. A boat owner, a fish farmer, or a seafood processor today has to be at least an expert in finances, engineering, and real estate. What do these operations have to do with catching fish, raising it, or processing it? With a SuperESOP, the boat owner, fish farmer, and the seafood processor would simply organize a team of people and devote all their time and expertise to catching the fish, raising it, or processing it. And all teams would preserve their independence at the same time. Whatever money the team that leases boats or fish farms or stores makes is its own money, its own reward.
This model of social and economic integration can be applied to any set of industrial or commercial enterprises. To name one specific example, one day it might be possible to organize along these lines commercial establishments on Main Street of any city or town in the United States. The first such SuperESOP might even be called "Main Street USA." * * * So far, we have deah with largely mundane issues. Can we now elevate the discussion a notch or two? Let us think about the issues in the broadest possible terms for a moment. At the core, the issues dealt with here are not technical issues at all. They are issues of economic justice. And issues of liberty. Issues of hberty and justice for all.
We have been repeating these words for a few centuries now. And some might say that they have led to the excesses of the French Revolution and the Red Revolution. In the United States, those excesses are parodied in the excesses of the "Age of Entitiements." The way to avoid all such excesses is not to leave the content of the expression "liberty and justice for all" to the imagination, but to define it precisely. The economic content of that expression can be defined by these four rights: 1. The right of access to land and natural resources; 2. The right of access to national credit; 3. The right to own the fruits of one's labor; and, 4. The right to protect the blessings of one's wealth.
And then these rights have to be anchored to the reahty outside us as well as to the reality inside us. As believers, we reserve the right to speak of God, but we fully accept the wish of others who might want to speak of Nature or Chance. For us, the most fundamental proposition to consider is this: To think that God would not provide for all his children is blasphemy. For others who might prefer to speak in secular terms, we would like to submit the following equivalent reasoning: To think that Nature or Chance would not provide for all their children is contrary to the factual propositions that Nature is bountiful and Chance is infinite.
Leaving the reality outside us weh alone, we can now attempt to relate our discussion to the reality inside us, by asking: In practical terms, what is the sin that all of us who share the biases of environmental extremists and financial apologists commit? We submit that, to the extent we share those biases, to that extent we sin against all virtues. We sin against the four cardinal virtues, because we lack prudence, justice, temperance, md fortitude. We sin against the three intellectual virtues, because we lack wisdom, science, and understanding. We sin against the three theological virtues, because we lack hope, faith, and, last but most, charity.
Yes, if we want the renewal of our fisheries and the renewal of our entire practice of economic growth, we must be quite serious about the practice of our virtues. Our virtues, as St. Thomas Aquinas said, are "the peak of power." * * * Let us tum our sights once again to more worldly issues, and consider the experiential condition. Were those who adhere to extreme forms of environmentahsm and financial apologetics reaching their most cherished goals, we would have reason to pause. But the proof of the pudding is empirical indeed. To the extent that we are infected with the strain of environmental extremism and financial apologetics, to that extent we consistently end up defeating our own purposes. If legitimate demands for goods and employment are not fulfilled, greater needs are created and their satisfaction is eventually shifted down the slippery slope of welfare and third-party payers, industrial grants and subsidies, tax reductions and tax evasion. There, waste reigns. As in all self-fulfilling prophecies, scarcity is thus attained. The detailed chain of events that leads to this conclusion can be much refined; but the gross effects are all too evident. Look at the physical landscape. Are we saving the rain forest? Have we saved the downtown of our cities? Are we preserving the integrity of the suburbs? Look at the financial landscape. Do we ever achieve the goal of a stable value of money? We seem to be going from one financial upheaval to another. And we never seem able to taste the sweetness of economic serenity.
That is the ultimate reason why, while appreciating their good reasons, we cannot join the ranks of environmental extremists and financial apologists. Despite their good intentions, they are unwittingly helping to destroy what they love most: Precisely the natural world-a world in which there is room for everything and everyone-a world in which there is enough of everything for everyone.
If the results achieved by following the biases of environmental extremism and financial apologetics are unsatisfactory, ought we not to strive to reach a better balance between their concems and those of society? In each specific case, let us define the work to be done, and let us do it. We began this century with the passage of important environmental and financial legislation. Was that not an attempt to embrace both realities? Was that not an attempt to realize America's promise to achieve a society in which the ancient ideals of truth, beauty, and goodness could blossom? Let us retum to this challenge as the century concludes, and a new millennium arises on the horizon.
Notes
1. Data published after these pages were written confirm the validity of our analysis. The reader might be especially interested in these three statements from a recent Science report conceming the dynamics of 128 fish stocks. One: "Spring-spawning Icelandic herring constitute the only population we examined in which the fishery collapsed and remained commercially extinct" (itahcs added). Two: "In (the case of Pacific sardines and Georges Bank herring), no recovery was observed for decades, but now both stocks are appearing to increase." Three: "We conclude that the effects of overfishing are, at this point, still generally reversible."
2 Is not self-reliance one of the most characteristic traits of the early American character? Is not self-reliance Emerson's "central doctrine"? Ought we feel free to jettison such a trait so cavalierly today, just because we think we live in a post-industrial world?
3. How to express the unity of the issues in the most succinct way? Environmentalists
